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ABSTRACT
In 1972 and 19'13, a 37-item questionnaire, the

Accepted Application Survey (AAS), was mailed to a number of
students. In the 1972 study the focus was on applicants accepted by
Hofstra but who decided not to attend (no-shows). Approximately 45
percent of the 1972 population completed and returned the
questionnaire. In 1973, the questionnaire was mailed to both no-shows
and those who did attend. In the former and latter categories, 28
percent and 31 percent, respectively, completed and returned the
questionnaire. The AAS was designed to elicit certain kinds of
information about factors relevant to university life. Such factors
include academic, location, financial, social activities, external
advice, and a general category that includes items that are mixtures
of two or more factors. Findings indicate: (1) No-shows rated their
attended university more positively than they did Hofstra, although
they rated Hofstra in a positive manner as well. (2) In 1973, more
than 50 percent of the no-shows rated Hofstra positively on the
following academic items: academic reputation, course offerings,
availability of desired major, innovative curriculum, and quality of
the faculty. (3) The positive rated items included under location
were: commuting convenience, easy access to home for residential
students, and general geographic location. (4) Under social
activities, the positive items were: degree of freedom allowed
students, extra-curricular activities, and dorms available.
Appendixes include the applicants' survey and the accepted
applicants' survey. Statistical tables accompany the text.
(Author/PG)
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In 1972 and 1973 a 37 item questionnaire, the Accepted Applicant Survey(AAS) was mailed to a number of students. In 1972, the focus of study was
applicants accepted by Hofstra but who decided not to attend (no-shows).Approximately 45% of the 1972 population completed and returned the questionnaire.In 1973, the questionnaire was mailed to both no-shows and those who did attend(shows). In the former and latter categories, 28% and 31% completed and returnedthe questionnaire. The AAS was designed to elicit certain kinds of informationabout factors relevant to University life. Such factors include academic, location,financial, social activities, external advice, and a general category whichincludes items that are mixtures of two or more factors. The information concernedwhether the factor was important in influencing the applicants decision as towhich college to attend, and whether Hofstru or the University the applicantattended was viewed negatively or positively with respect to the 37.items. Oneadditional request of the questionnaire was for all applicants to indicate whetherHofstra was the first, second, or third through fifth choice school. The resultsof the survey were organized around four major areas. First, a breakdown of the1972 and 1973 sampilmby the predictor variable of college preference was presented.Seoond, the 1973 samples of freshman and transfer students were analyzed in termsof those factors considered important in choosing a college. These factors werefurther analyzed in order 1:o evaluate which factors discriminated among the 1973samples. In the third analysis, trends between the 1972 and 1973 samples wereconsidered. Differences between the 1972 and 1973 freshmen on those attributesconsidered important were analyzed for the total group as well as in terms of thepredictor variable of college preference. The final analysis was nn assessment ofthe 1972 and 1973 samples on students' reactions to Hofstra and the college theyactually attended.

With regard to the breakdown of no-show freshmen by college preference,the results between 1972 and 1973 were quite similar. Of 725 freshman respondentsin 1972, 8% indicated Hofstra as their first choice, 497k had Hofstra as theirsecond choice, and 43% had Hofstra as their third-fifth choice. In 1973, thepercentages for the three categories were 9%, 43%, and 487 respectivly.

Analysis of the 1973 no-show freshmen responses as to whivh ol 1c, 37 itemswere important in influencing their decision about colleges, Indicated that 23 ofthe iteks;.met a criterion of importance. When the items work, groilpcd by iactur;
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academic, location, and financial factors were the moot important with social
activities, external advice and mixed factors being lf lesser importance.
The 1972 .sample of no-shows indicated almost exactly the same kind of result.When the 23 important items were analyzed in terms of an ability to discriminateamong the 1973 samples, nine of the items showed such an ability. Finer analysisof these nine items indicated that no-show students considered quality of faculty,financial factors, and number of students as more important in choosing a collegethan did students who attended Hofstra. On the other hand, students who didattend Hofstra rated commuting convenience as more eritical than those who did notattend this University.

When students rated Hofstra with respect to those items they felt wereimportant in choosing a college, certain attitudes and trends were revealed. First,no-shows quite obviously rated their attended Unive:sity more positively than theydid Hofstra although they rated Hofstra in a positive manner as well. In 1973more than 50% of the no-shows rated Hofstra positively on the following academic
items: academic reputation, course offerings, availability of desired major,
innovative curriculum, and quality of the faculty. The positively rated itemsincluded under location were: commuting convenience:, easy ac,:ess to home for
residential students and general geographic location. Under social activities
and mixced factors, the positive items were: degree of freedom allowed students,extra-curricular activities and dorms available. These may be considered positiveattributes of Hofstra. For some no-shows the amount of financial aid offered atHofstra was viewed more favorably than at school finally chosen but did not changetheir decision. In a similar vein, attitudes toward amount of financial aid offeredat school attending were more positive for Hofstra students than students attendingother colleges.

There were, however, clear differences between those who attended Hofstraand those who did not. On all of the items considered to be important in choosing
a college, no-show students rated Hofstra University less positively than did
students who attended in the fall semester of 1973. Those items that most clearlydiscriminated (a difference of more than 30%) shows from no-shows as far as reactionsto Hofstra were; career and job considerations and graduate school considerations,amount of financial aid offered, number of students, and apperance of campus.
These might be considered iteirs that need looking into. A few more items that needlooking into are: social activities, total cost, family advice and what studentshad to say. Hofstra shows just weren't as positive about these items as shows atother colleges. Finally, there were clear and strong trends in the data indicating
that between 1972 and 1973 no-show students had an increased negative reaction toHofstra University. The items most heavily affected were: academic reputation,career and job and graduate school considerations, general geographic location,
extra-curricular activities, family advice aad what students had to say.
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The Accepted Applicant Survey-1972 and 1973:
Important Criteria In Choosing a College, and Perceptions

of Hofstra by Students Who Did and Did Not Attend

W. Metlay, P. Lichtenstein, P. Ferrarra, P. List, J. McArdle

Introduction

One major concern for those involved in higher education at private
institutions has been the recent reduction in undergraduate enrollment. In this
present study, an attempt was made to discover some of the reasons for this
phenomenon by surveying the attitudes of applicants accepted at Hofstra University.
The present research report covers a two -ye3.r period; applicants accepted to... .

Hofstra University for the semester beginning September 1972, and those accepted
for the fall semester (Septembel) 1973.

. 1972 Sample and Questionnaire

For the 1972 sample, data were collected by a questionnaire mailed to
1721 accepted applicants who indicated by Hofstra's Candidate Reply Form (CRF)
that they were not coming to the University. Out of this population, 784 students
(approximately 45%) completed and returned the questionnaire. Of the 7b4 students
725 would have been freshmen and(59 Could have been transfer students in the fall
1972 semester. The questionnaire, or as termed in this report, The Accepted
Applicant Survey (AAS), had two critical sections (see Appendix 1). First, a
predictor variable, indicating whether Hofstra was the Accepted Applicant's first,
second, or third-fifth choice of school, and second, the dependent variable consisting
of thirty-seven items for which the applicant had three decisions to make. First,
whether the item was important in influencing his decision as to which college to
attend, second, to check whether he considered Hofstra positively or negatively
with respect to the item, and third, to make that same decision with respect to
the college he actually chose to attend. The thirty-seven items were actually
designed to elicit information relevant to six factors: academic, location,
financial, social activities, external advice, and the final category (mixed)
which. itcluded six items which were not purely any one factor. Table 1 is a
consolidation of these items into the six groups indicating the items under each
factor, and the number of the item on the questionnaire.

1973 Sample and Questionnaire

For the 1973 sample, the data were collected by questionnaire mailed
to 4996 freshman and transfer accepted applicants. ThJa was a signifi. ant change
in sampling procedure from 1972, when the population was specified as vil
individuals who 1'9d mailed in Hofstra's Candidate Reply Form (CRF) indicating
they would not attend the fall semester. The 1973 population consisted of all
individuals who were accepted by the University, and therefore inoluied
individuals who were coming to Hofstra (shows) as well as those who were not



ti

BEST COPY MAILABLE.

Academic

- 4 -

Table I

The Six Factors

1. Academic reputatio.t
2. Course offerings
3. Avallatiility of major
4. Indivilualized academic program
5. Innovative curric.ulum
6. Courses probably not too difficult
7. Quality of faculty
9. Grading system used

19. Career and job considerations
20. Graduate school considerations
36. Transfer students: credits accepted from previous college

Location

13. Commuting convenience
14. Fasy access to home for a residential student
15. General geographic location
1" Proximity to New Yurk City

Financ..41

11. Total cost
12. Amount of financial aid offered

Social Activities

10. Number of students
21. Appearance of campur
22. Church affiliated
23. Closely-knit college community
24. Diversified student body
25. Students involved in political activities

External Advice

31. High School guidance counselor's advise
3'2. College admissions representative's advice
33. Family advice
34. What students had to say

Mixed

8. School calendar
17. Dorms available
18. A predourio,ntly

27. Availabil of
35. Publicatilgs of
37. Other

system used

residential college
counseling services
the college or university

r.

26. Degree of freedom allowed students
28. Intercollegiate sports emphasized
29. Extracurricular activities
30. Social activities

3
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planning to attend (no-shows). In contrast to the 1972 sample, this lattergroup of noshows included individuals who never responded to Hofstra with theCIF. However, as reported below .1.n more detail, the percentage of individualsin the 1973 sample of no-shows who had not mailed in the CRF form was rather
small, approximately 12%.

Of the 4996 total accepted applicants for 1973, 1986 said they werecoming to Hofstra in September, and 3010 said they were not. All of the 3010no-shows were mailed the'AAS modified in one important reJpect from the 1972 foe=(see Appendix 2). The wording in part 3 was changed in the 1973 form to r'ad "Ifyou do not expect to attend Hofstra, please use Column 3 to check whatever itemsseemed to you, to be strong points of the college (if any) that you do expect toattend". For many of the individuals receiving the form, that phrasing deemed tosuggest that if they were not attending Hofstra, just use Column 3. Because acheck mark in Columns 2 or 3 was interpreted as a positive attitude, and alsence ofa check mark was interpreted as a negative attitude, it would be inapproprial.e toinclude in .qtr analyses all those individuals who left Column 2 blank because thiswould heavi!.y load the negative attitude toward the University. All such individualswho seemed to misiLte:pret this question were therefore excluded from the majoranalyses of thin report.

Of the 3010 no-shows, 841 (28%) returned and completed the AAS, while2169 did not. Of the 841 responders, 758 were freshmer and 8s were transferstudents. Of these 758 freshmen, 211 filled out the fory incorrectly. Useabledata for the 1973 sample of freshman no -shows therefore totaled 347 applicants.Out of the 83 no-show transfer students, 58 filled out the AAS form correctly.

As indicated above, 1986 applicants said that they were coming to HofstraUniversity in September 1973. All of these individuals were mailed a modified AASfoln as shown in Appendix 3. The major difference between the two 1973 forms(no-shows and shows) was that in the latter's form they were only requested toindicate their positive or negative attitude toward Hofstra University. Of the1986 shows, 606 (31%) completed and returned the AAS, while 1380 did not. Ofthe 606 responders, 374 would have been freshmen and 232 would have been transferstudents in the fall of 1973.

Characteristics of 1972 and 1973 Samples-Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores andHigh School Deciles

In 197? and 1973 all accepted applicants were requested to provide theirScholastic Aptitude Test Scores (SAT), both verbal and quantitative, as well astheir high school decile. With respect to these characteristics, certaincomparisions within each year and between years were quite vital in order tounderstand the nature of the samples drawn in 1972 and 1973. Table 2 is abreakdown of the high school decile, the SAT verbal and mathematteal scores, andCie combined totals for entering freshmen for the two years concerned in thisreport. Transfer students were deleted from the above groups due to incompleteinformation on these variables.

As can be saen from tne 1972 data, the no-show respondent, i.e. thosewho were actually sampled in the study (725 no-show freshman) differ from the 1972no-show non-respondent wit's respect to the high school deci1e ranks. Their meanhigh school decile of 2.92 was higher than the 3.14 for the non-respondents, buttheir scores on the SAT verbal, mathematics and combined total were quite similar.
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The 1973 samples of show and no-show respondents and non-respondentswere also very similar on SAT scores. Again, the only difference that doesexist id with respect to the high school decile rank of respondents. The 1973show respondents used in the analysis are higher than the 1973 show non-respondent population and the 1973 no-show respoadants have h. gher ranksthan no-show non-respondents. When the characteristics of the 1972 and 1973 samplesLre compared against each other, the major result is the sirtlarity of SAT sc-Nresand the dissimilarity cf the aecile. ranks. In 1972, the no-show respondent hada high school rank of 2.92. The 1973 no-show respondents ranked a little higher(meant decile rank=2.66). The SAT verbal scores were all approximately tiLe same;51.7 for the 1972 sample and 5'2 for the 1973 no-show respondents. Although therewas Come difference in the math scores, 551 and 566 for the 1972 and 1973 samplesrespectively, Yuker, Block and Finnl suggest that this is not a very large difference.

In summary, the 1972 sample included only no-shows, while the 1973 dataincluded no-shows as well as a sample of individuals who indicated that they werecoming to dofstra University. Although different sampling procedures were used in1973 and in 1972, approximately 88% of the 1973 no-show sample was similar L3the 1972 no-show sample in that both were from a population that used theCandidate Reply Form to respond to the University that they were not coming.Additionally, characteristics of the 1972 and 1973 sarples as measured by SATscores, showed marked similarities, not only as compared to the non-respondent
populatilns of shows and no- shows, but between the years as well. The higherh' ?h school ranks for respondents for both years means that tae conclusions drawnfrom the samlas must be used cautiously when generalizing to the entire populationof accepted applicants. However, since the students we are most Interested inattracting are the students with higher deciles, the findings will ba most useful.Finally, although the 1973 questionnaire posed certain problems with respect tothe sample of useable data, the size of the sample was large enough for certainmajor conclusions to be derived.

Results

The results of this re?ort are presented in terms of descriptive statistics;that is, ail comrArisons are made through the use of percentages and differencesin percentages. The first major analysis was the breakdown o.j. the 1972 and 1913sample by the predicted variable of college preference, i.e. Hofstra Universityas the applicants' first, second, or third through fifth choice school. In thesecond analysis. the 1973 sample of fte-Afran and transfer applicants were analyzedin terms of those factors considered to be important in choosing a college. Thesefactors were further analyzed in order to evaluate which factors discriminatedamung the 1973 samples. In the third analysis, changes ;letween the 1972 and 1973freshmal. on attributes considered important as well as oar the important items interms of the predictor variable of college preference veva analyzed. In thefinal analysis, students' reactions to Hofstra and the college they actually attendedwere compared over many samples and between 1972 and 1973.

1Yuker, ICE., and Finn, S.R. Perceptions of Hofstra by Applicants Who DidNot Attend. Center for the Study of Higher Education, Hofstra University, .Report #68, March 1968.

7$
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Table 2

1972 and 1973 Sumple&estionnaire
SAT Ocores and High School Dec,iles

Group
(Frosh Only)

Hip School Decile SAT 17t nal SAT Math SAT Total

1972 No-Shows 3.07 513 545 1058
(NE2212) (No2329)

1972 Shows 3.42 518 545 1063
(No1036) (N=1085)

1972 No-Show 2.92 517 551 1068Respondents (No725) (N=725)

1972 No-Show 3.14 512 542 1054Non-Respondents (N=1487) (N=1604)

1973 No-Shows 3.04 506 545 1051
(N=2592) (N=2662)

1973 Shows 3.34 499 536 1035
(N=850) (N=876)

1973 No Snow 2.66 522 566 1088Respondents (No527) (N=538)

1973 No Show 3.14 502 538 1040Non-Respondents (N=2065) (N=2124)

1973 Show 3.12 509 540 1049Respondents (N=-357) (N=366)

1973 Show 3.50 492 526 1018Non-Respondents (N=493) (N=510)

Note: 1) Transfers were deleted from the above groups due to incomplt'te
information on these variables.

2) In the 1973 sample of no-show respondents, 207 individuals who
incorrectly filled out the questionnaire were not included'in the
'73 no-show respondent group above but were included as non-
respondents.

3) Averages based on those students for whom data arc available.

a
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As reported previously, d to were: available on 784 applicants. Ofthe 784, 725 would have been freshmen and .!.9 would have been transfer studentsin the fall semester. Of the 725 freshmen, Hofstra was the first choice of58 (8%), the second choice of 345 (49%) and the third through fifth choice of305 (43%) students. Seventeen applicants did not indicate a choice. Transferstudents were not divided by choice, since there were too few to make this ameaningful division.

1973 No-Show Freshmen

Data were available on 547 no-show freshmen who filled out the AASfonn. correctly. Of these 547, Hofstra was the first choice of 47 (9%), thesecond choice of 219 (431, the third through fifth choice of 249 (48%) and32 applicants did not indicate a choice. College preference of transferstudents was not categorized since only 58 transfer studehts had filled outthe AAS form correctly. In a previous section, it was reported thatapproximately 88% of the freshman no -show sample were individuals who hadresponded to Hofstia University that they were not coming with a CandidateReply Form. The actual breakdown of this population as it relates to collegepreference is, of the 47 first choice freshman no- shows, 36 077%) returnedthe Candidate Reply Form to the university and 11 did not. Of the 219 secondchoice students, 187 (95 %). were CRY responders and 32 were not. Of the 249third through fifth choice students, 227 (91%) fell into that category and 22did not.

II. Important Factors in College Choice

1973 Sample

Of the 37 items in the questionnaire, 23 were rated as being importantby more than 30% of the 1973 respondents ir i at least o.ie of the followinggroups; freshman no-shows, freshman shows, transfer shows, or transfer no shows(see Table 31. For instance, item 17 in Table 2, dorms available, was ratedas being important by 35% of the freshman no-shows, but less that 30% of eachof the other groups rated it as being important; 21%, 10%, and 24% for freshmanshows, transfer shows, and transfer no-shows respectively. In order todifferentiate those items which certain groups did not consider to be important,Table 3 shows the less important items in parentheses.

In Table 4, the 14 items which were not rated as being important bymore than 30% of the respondents in any of the four groups are presented. Forinstance, item 6, courses probably not too difficuLtoms rated as being important.by 4% of the freshman no-shows, 5% of the freshman shows, 6% of the transfershows, and 5% of the transfer no- shows.

As one goes from Table 3 to Table 4, it can be seen that some factorsare more important as a whole than others. For example, of the 11 originalitems which compose the academic factor (see Table 1), 9 items were thought tobe important by more than 30% of the respondents in at least one of the fourgroups, while 2 did not meet the 30% criteria. In fact, of the nine items,five of them met the criterion of 30% by all of the groups. It is important
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Table 3

Important Factors in College Choice - 1973 Aulicants
(in percentages)

Factors
Freshman Freshman

Shows
Transfer

Shows
Transier
No-Sho%3No-Shows

Academic
N=547 Na374 N="32 N=58

1) Academic reputation 87 80 81 85
2) Course offering: 80 73 75 81
3) Availability of desired major 73 71 78 74
4) Individualized academic program 35 31 (17) 47
5) Innovative curriculum 37 (24) (16) 33
7) Quality of faculty 68 56 49 60
19) Career and job considerations 36 38 47 47
20) Graduate school considerations 32 (27) 36 38
36) Transfer students: credits

accepted from previous college ( 4) ( 2) 75 67

Location

13) Commuting convenience 36 56 69 36
34) Easy access to home for a residen-

tial student (29) 39 43 36
15) General geographic location 52 60 49 57

Financial

11) Total cost 69 40 36 72
12) Amount of financial aid offered 45 32 30 53

Social Actimities

10) Number of students 50 41 (28) 33
21) Appearance of campus 53 49 41 47
24) Diversified student body 37 36 (22) 36
26) Degree of freedom allowed

students 47 '.3 32 (29)
29) Extra-curricular activities 40 43 (26) (29)
30) Social activities 39 37 (28) 31

External Advice

33) Family advice 41 40 (18) (17)
34) What students had to say 45 36 36 41 0

Mixed

17) Dorms available 35 (21) (10) (24)
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Table 4

Factors Not Important in College Choice - 1973 Amlic4nts

(in percentages)

Factors
Freshman
No-Shows

Freshman
Shows

Transfer
Shows

Transfer
No-Shows

Academic
N=547 Nft374 N.232 N=58

6) Courses probably not too
difficult

4 5 6 5
9) Grading system

7 7 9 7
Location

16) Proximity to New York City 17 21 17 22
Social Activities

22) Church affiliated
4 2 1 5

23) Closely knit college community 23 17 13 14
2f) Students involved in political

activities
13 10 6 10

28) Intercollegiate sports emphasized 17 22 15 12
External Advice

31) High school guidance counselor 27 29 7 3
32) College admissions representative 11 12 9 21Mixed

9 10 10 14

8) School calendar system used
18) A predominantly residential college 21 13 10 16
27) Availability of counseling services 27 28 27 28
35) Hofstra University Publications 20 21 16 14
37) Other: Specify

7 10 5 21
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to notice that of these five items, the first three Items, which were also the
first three items which appeared in the accepted applicant survey, were those
items which were considered to be thdorMost important by freshman and transfer
students. Even the finanical factor of total cost, item 11, was not as high As
these academic factors. This suggests, perhaps, the influence of a primacy variablein this study. Nevertheless, items 19, 20, and 36, career and job considerations,graduate school considerations, and credits accepted from previous college, werealso evaluated as being rather important, suggesting that academic factors are stf..11rather critical items in making decisions about colleges. Location was also animportant factor, since three of those four items were rated as being important.Both of the items of the financial factor were. important, while about half of thesocial activity items were rated as being important and about half were not.External advice items also were equally divided between Table 3 and Table 4. Onlyone of the mixed factor items was considered important, the other five were not.This leads one to the conclusion that academic, location, and financial factors maybe the most important criteria in college choice, with the social activities,external advice, and mixed factors being ,f progressively decreasing importance.

After the 23 important items in colle choice were isolated (by thecriterion of greater than 30%), an attempt was made to determine which of themdiscriminated among the fbur groups, or which of the important items, respondentsin one group had rated as being more important tha, respondents in the other groups.A difference of 10-15% was considered large enough in order for it to be consideredsignificant depending upon the number in the group being analyzed. The smallerthe number involved in the comparison, the larger the percentage needed for thedifference to be considered stable. For example, as shown in Table 3, thepercentage of freshman no-shows, freshman shows, transfer shows, and transfer no-shows, who rated item 4, individualized academic program, as important were,35%, 31%, 17%, and 47% respectively. If the percentage rf freshman shows whothought this item important is subtracted from the percentage of freshman no-showswho thought it important, there is a difference of 4% (35 -31%) which is notsignificant by our criterion of 10% difference. Since only the important itemswere to be evaluated in this analysis, comparisons involving transfer shows (17%)for item 4 were excluded, even though certain percentage differences exceededthe criterion of 10%.

All of the 23 items in Table 3 were examined to determine which of themdiscriminated among the_uoups and the percentage differences scores are presentedis Table 5. Items in T404e 4 were not examined for the same reasons given above,i.e. even if there was al.07. difference between groups on these items, each ofthem was not deemed important by enough people within a group to be considered tobe important in college choice. As can be seen in Table 5, parenthesis are placedaround all difference scores which do mt meet the criterion of 10%. Columnswhich are left blank, indicate that one group involved in tL%:1 comparison does notmeet the importance
criterion of 307,. Of the 23 items considered important 'y the1973 sample, Table 5 shows that only 7 met the criterion of discrimirqbility amongthe four groups. One of the reasons why certain items did not discriminate amongthe groups was that the item was considered to be very important by mcst of thepeople in the sample. For example, item 1, academic reputation, was considered to beimportant by 807 or more of the people in each group. Such large percentage:, werealso the case for items 2 and 3, course offerings and availability of desired major,respectively. On the other hand, item 13, conumIting convenience, which
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Table 5

Important Factors thaaliscriminate in Colle e Choice - 1973 A )licants

(in percentages)

Freshman Freshman Transfer Freshman
No -Shows Shows No-Shows No-ShowsFactors
minus minus minus minus

Freshman Transfer Transfer. TransferAcademic
Shows Shows Shows No- Shows

7) Quality of faculty +12 (+ 7) (+11) (+8)
Location

13) Commuting convenience -20 -13 -33 ( 0)15) General geographic location
(- 8) +11

("I- 8) (-5)
Financial

11) Tocal cost
+29 (+ 4) +36 (-3)12) Amount of financial aid offered +13 (+ 2) +23 (-8)

Social Activities

10) Number of students
(+ 9)

+1726) Degree of freedom
(+ 4) +11

is considered to be important by 36-69% of the respondents, is a group discriminatorbecause it produces three significant difference scores. Specifically, freshman showsconsidered it to be more important than freshman who did not attend Hofstra (adifference of 20%), but the former group did not consider it as important as transferstudents who attended, a difference score of 13%. When transfer show students werecompared to transfer students who did not attend Hofstra University, a difference of33% is revealed, indicating the importance of commuting convenience to attendingstudents. Additionally, the fact that there was no difference between freshman andtransfer no-shows, is again evidence for the contention that no-show students do notconsider this location factor to be as important as those who decide to attend thisuniversity.

In general, the results of Table 5 point out two major findings. First,certain factors discriminate among the groups better than others. Both items underthe financial factor showed an ability to discriminate, and two of the four itemswhich make up the location factor met the discriminability
criterion on at leastone comparsion. With respect to the items under academic, social activities,external advice, and mixed factors, discriminability of the items was not as good .Only one of the eleven academic items, and two of the ten social activity item.;
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discriminated on at least one comparison. As fa,- as external advice and
mixed factors are concerned, none of the comparisons were very large. The
second major finding, suggests that particular groups tend to rate certain
factors similarly. For example, no-show students, regardless of whether
they were freshman or transfers felt that financial factors were more
important than students who attended Hofstra University and commuting convenience
less important. When freshman no-shows are compared to freshman shows with
respect to total cost, a difference score of 29% is revealed. Transfer
no-shows also thought that total cost was more important Lha transCer shows
since a different score of 36% is obtained in this comparison. The same
trend is evident with respect to item 12, amount of financial aid, since no-
show students felt this item to be much more important than freshman or transfer
shows. With regard to commuting convenience both freshman shows and transfer
shows thought this was more important than applicants who didn't show.

In summary, of the 37 items sampled in the Accepted Applicant
Survey, 23 of them were felt to be important in making a decision about
higher education; academic, location, and financial items were the most
important factors, with social activities, external advice, and mixed factors,
being progressively of decreasing importance. Only 7 of the 23 items
discriminated (by a criterion of 10% or 15% difference) between at least two
of the groups comprising the 1973 sample. The major finding with respect to
differences between freshman and transfer shows and no-shows, was that no-
show freshman considered the quality of faculty more important in their choice
of a college, and both freshman and transfer no-shows considered financial
factors more important, while those that attended Hofstra rated commuting
convenience as more important.

III. 1972 vs. 1973 Trends

Important Attributes

In order to compare trends between 1972 and 1973, the criterion
of 30% or greater adapted for the 1973 sample was also used for the 1972 data.
That is, an item was considered important if 30% or more of the sample checked
that attribute on the AAS. Since the 1972 sample was only concerned with
no-show freshmen and transfers, and since the samples of no -show transfer
students were small for both years, 59 and 58 for 1972 and 1973 respectively,
freshmen and transfers were combined for his analysis. The proportion of
transfers to freshmen was approximately K. and 10% in 1972 and 1973
respectively, indicating an acceptable degree of variation between the two
years.

Columns 1 and 2 in Table 6 present comparisons between 197'2 and
1973 with respect to the items which these samples considered important in
their college choice. The first major conclusion which can he drawn from
this comparison is that of the 23 items rated important by the 1973 sample,
22 were similarly rated by the 1972 sample. The only attribut included
in the 1972 column which did not meet the criterion of 30':, was ,raduatc
school considerations, and in that case, 29% of the sample listed it as an
important item. Second, the percentage of individuals rating an attribute
important is consistently stable between the years. fn only of the '2_3

attributes, did the percentage difference between 1972 and 1973 reach levels
in excess of 10%. Specifically, amount of financial aid increased it,

14
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importance for 1972 to 1973 by 111, and easy access to home decreased from 45%to 29%, but the wording of the item restricted the 1973 respondents to residentialrespondents so the decrease was expected.

Althpugh most of the attributes showed percentage changes from 1972to 1973 of only two to four percent, five items on the AAS had moderate increases,while two demonstrated moderate decreases in percentage importance. The fourincreases were; career and job considerations 31% to 37%; credit accepted fromprevious college (transfers only-59% to 67%); family advice (31% to 39%), andfinally, what students had to say (38% to 45%). The two attributes which decreasedmoderately from 1972 to 1973 were; number of students (55% to 48%) and theappearance of campus (61% to 52%).

College Preference-No Show Freshman Onl

This section examines freshmen exclusively within the 1972-73 AASsamples as a function of Hofstra as a first, second, or third through fifthpreference school. Transfers were excluded due to the small sample size that wasobtained when they were subdivided by the preference category. It should also benoted that those freshmen who did not indicate a preference were included in theoverall trends showed in the first two columns in Table 6. However, they couldnot be included in the preference analysis. This group of non-reference peopleresulted in approximately a 5% mortality for this particular analysis.

Within 1972 and 1973

The major conclusion which can be reached from the analysis ofdifferences between individuals who chose Hofstra as their first choice schooland those who chose it as their second or third-fifth choice, is that academicand social activities factors are more important to the latter group, whilefinancial and commuting attributes are more important to the former. These trendsare not only strong, but they are remarkably consistant between the 1972 and 1973samples.

Specifically, columns 3-5 and 4-6, in Table 6 have been reanalyzedas percentage differences between Hofstra as a first choice school and Hofstra asa third through fifth choice school, separately for 1972 and 1973, and the resultspresented in Table 7. The 1972 differences between preference levels appear incolumn 1, while column 2 presents the percentage differences for 1973. Dependingon the number involved in any given comparison, a difference of 10-15% is probablystable enough to be worth considering. Minus signs indicate that the attributewas less important for those individuals who rated Hofstra as their third throughfifth choice shcool. It is readily discernable that academic factors, specificallyacademic reputation, individualized academic program, and innovative curriculum,and quality of faculty for the 1972 sample and availability of desired major forthe 1973 sample increased in importance for the third through fifth choice students.Analysis of the financial and location factors show an exact reverse trend. Exceptfor general geographic location, Hofstra first choice individuals felt all theimportant items under these two factors to be more important than those who choseHofstra as their third through fifth choice school.
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Table 7

Differences in Importance of Factors in College Choice
Between No-Shpy7 Students Who Rated Hofstra First
choice and Third-Fifth Choice for 1972 and 1973

(in percentages)

year
(1)

(2)
1972 1973

3rd - 5th Choice 3kd - 5th Choice
Minus Ninus

First Choice First Choice

Factor

Academic

1) Academic reputation 10 82) Course offerings
2 43) Availability of desired major 7 144) Individualized academic program 15 55) Innovative curriculum 16 - 17) Quality of faculty

1:: 519) Career and job considerations - 9 420) Graduate school considerations
3 1

Location

-20 -29
13) Commuting convenience
14) Easy access to home (for a residential

student)
-12 -2115) General geographic location 7 18

Financial

-22 -24
11) Total cost
12) Amount of financial aid offered -25 -26

Socfal Activities

7 10
10) Number of students
21) Appearance of campus 12 1424) Diversified student body 7 726) Degree of freedom allowed student 6 629) Extra-curricular activities * 930) Social activities 13 3

External Advice

4
33) Family advice
34) What students had to say - 2 9

Mixed

13 27
17) Dorms available

* Less than .5% 1 7
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Table 8

Differences in Importance of Factors in College Choice
Between 1972 and 1973 for No-Show Students by College Preference

(in percentages)

(1) (2) (3)

1973-1972 1973-1972 1973-1972
Factors 1st Choice 2nd Choice 3 - 5 Choice

Academic

1) Academic reputation
2) Course offerings
3) Availability of desired major
4) Individualized academic program
5) Innovative curriculum
7) Quality of faculty

19) Career and job considerations
20) Graduate school considerations

Location

13) Commuting convenience
14) Easy access to home for residential stud.
15) General geographic location

Financial

11) Total cost
12) Amount of financial aid offered

Social activities

10) Number of students
21) Appearance of campus
24) Diversified student body
26) Degree of freedom allowed student
29) Extra-curricular activities
30) Social activities

External advice

33) Family advice
34) What students had to say

Mixed

17) Dorms available

*Less than .5%

2 4 0
- 4 - 3 - 2
- 8 - 3 - 1

8 3 - 2
16 8 - 1
14 - 2 6
* 6 9
7 * 5

3 2 - 6
- 7 -18 -16
-12 3 - I

4 5 2
15 9 14

-12 - 1 - 9
-14 - 7 -12

* - 5 *
- 5 1 - 5
-11 - 2 - 2
4 - 3 - 6

9 7 13
- 1 5 10

-1/ 2 3

18
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Finally, the question of availability of dorms was more important
for third-fifth choice students than first choice especially in 1973.

Between 1972 and 1973

In a previous section which discussed trends between 1972 and
1973 on the important attributes of college choice, a general summary was that
the two samples were remarkably similar. When preference level is considered,
this is no longer so; there are differences between the years. To analyze these
attributes, columns 3 and 6, 4 and 7, and 5 Lnd 8 of Table 6 were compared and
percentage differences are shown in Table 8. Minus signs indicate greater
importance attributed to the items by the 1972 sample. Columns 1, 2, and 3, in
Table 8 show these percentage differences for Hofstra as a first, second, or
third through fifth choice school, respectively. Although the patterawhich emerges
from these data is rather complex, certain summaries can be attempted. First, there
are many differences between the 1972 and 1973 samples. Among the students who
chose Hofstra as their first choice, eight out of twenty-two important items showed
moderate or large changes between the two years. Second, for those attributes
which showed these changes between 1972 and 1973 there was some degree of consistency
as it related to overall factors. For example, out of the eight academic items,
two showed moderate or large changes between 1972 and 1973. Both changed in the
direction toward increased importance for the 1973 sample. This same trend (more
important in 1973 than 1972) exists for amount of financial aid as well.

41

When the data for the location and student activity factors are
analyzed, certain trends opposite from those discussed above are indicated. For
example, the 1973 sample rated general geographic location, number of students,
appearance of campus, extra curricular activities and availability of dorms as
less important than the 1972 sample.

Applicants who said Hofstra was their second choice appeared not
to differ on the importance of factors over the two years.

For applicants listing Hofstra as their third to fifth choice,
amount of financial aid offered, family advice, and what students had to say,
became more important during 1973 and appearance of campus became less important.

In summary, preference level must be considered in discussing the
trends between 1972 and 1973. In general, first choice freshmen became more
interested in academic and financial aid factors than in location and social
activities factors.

IV. Students' Attitudes Toward Hofstra and Their Attended University-1972 and 1973

All accepted applicants for 1973 and no -show applicants for 1972
were asked to indicate on the questionnaire whether their reactions to Hofstra
for each of the 37 checklist items was positive. No-shows, in addition, were
asked to indicate whether their reaction to the school they chose to attend (other)
was positive for each checklist item. The analysis of student attitudes is based
on those students who indicated the item was important to them. The complete
data of their reactions are given in Table 9.
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One major impression that can be obtained from these data Is that
no-show freshmen had positive attitudes toward Hofstra as well as toward the
college they chose to attend, although obviously not as positive. For example, the
respondents were more positive toward the colleges attended than Hofstra on all
the attributes for both 1972 and 1973. On the other hand, more than 5107, of thz:

attributes elicited a greater positivity than negativity towards Hofstra for
1972; 17 of 22 in 1972, and 11 out of 2:: in 1973. Positivity is defined as
occurring when at least one-half of the sample reacts positively to an item and
conversely negativity is defined as occurring when less than one-half of the
sample reacts positively. Specifically, for 1973, five of the eight academic items,
all three location items, two of the six social activities items and the dorms
available item were rated positively by more than 507 of the freshman no-shows.
Since these may be considereded positive attributes of Hofstra, we will list them in
order of positivity: course offerings, commuting convenience, availability of
desired mbjor, easy access to home for a residential student, degree of freedom
allowed students, dorms available, academic reputation, extra-curricular activities,
innovative curriculum, quality of facutly and general geographic location.

Although the overall impression that seems to be conveyed by the analysis
of the no-show freshmen responses is more positivity thantegativity to Hofstra,
(afterall they did apply) there are nevertheless, large differences between this
population and the freshmen who attended the University in the amount of positive
reaction displayed to Hofstra. Column 8 in Table 9 is a comparison of 1973 freshman
shows and no-shows on the 22 attributes. Minus signs indicate more positivity
by the freshman shows than the no- shows. The results are rather striking. In no
instance were the no-shows more positive than the shows, and the magnitude of the
difference in positivity between these populations is substantial. Among the
academic factors, no-show freshmen were less positive to Hofstra than shows by as
much as 427. (graduate school considerations) with most of the percentage differences
lying in the 210.1 range. Other items that discriminated no-shows from shows were
amount of financial aid offered, job and career considerations, appearance of
campus and number of students. On the other hand, shows and no-shows were closest
on commuting convenience, degree of freedom allowed students, total cost, availability
of desired major, and easy access to home for a residential student.

To better understand the decision-making process of a student selecting
a college, data are presented in Table 9 for each item on the percentage of no-shows
who were 1) both positive to Hofstra and negative to the college finally selected
(column 5) and 2) both negative to Hofstra and positive to college attended (column 6).
The former can be thought of as some of Hofstra's strongest points and the latter some
of the weakest. The percentages for the strongest points range from 44 to 23- with
the median at 9Z. The strongest points are innovative curriculum (164) amount of
financial aid awarded (18Z), easy access to home for residential students (22:,)
and commuting convenience (23%). The percentages for the weakest items range from
247. to 677 with the median at 427. The weakest items are what students had to
say (567), graduate school considerations (61Z), total cost (637), and family
advice (677,). It might appear that there is an inconsistency in the financial
factor results. The shows and no-shows were equally unhappy about the cost of
llofstra and when the no-shows decided not to attend the total cost probably wvi?;hed
heavily in their decision. As for the amount of financial aid, althoulTh it is
viewed unfavorably by no-shows, it is viewed positively by shows and for some
no-shows was viewed more favorably at Hofstra than at the school they finally
attended, which may have won out for other reasons.
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As serious as these data are with respect to such pragmatic concerns
an recruitment issues, more important problems are revealed when the data 01
vo-show freshmen between 1972 and 1973 re compared, in this case, there arc
strong indications that there is an increased negativity towards Hofstra, while
at the same time this negative attitude did not find its way to the attended
colleges.

In 1972, Hofstra was evaluated more negatively than positively on about
207, of the items that the no-show population had initially rated as important in
their college choice. In no instance did these students rate the other college
more negatively than positively. However, in 1973, almost 50% of the items showed
this negative trend towards Hofstra. In order to assess this change, certain
questions must be answered. First, how may items rated in 1972 as negative remained
so in 19732 Second, were the large increases in negativity among these items?
Third, were the additional items rated as negative in 1973 but not in 1972 largo
changes? Fourth, was the general pattern between 1972 and 1973 one of increased
negativity towards Hofstra, and how many items showed such large increases? Could
the large changes in attitudes towards Hofstra be explained on the basis that there
are also large changes in the attitudes students have towards universities in
general? This would be exemplified by changing attitudes between 1972 and 1973 to
the University the student attended. Lastly, how do these changes in attitudes
relate to the way the AAS attributes changed in importance between 1972 and 1973?

Table 9 is an attempt to answer these questions in the following way.
All circled entries in the -able are percentages in which fewer than 507, of the
respondents indicated a positive attitude towards Hofstra or to the college theyattended. Single connecting lines between percentages indicate moderate or sub-stantial decreases in positivity between 1972 and 1973. Double connecting linesare moderate or substantial increases between the two years.

The first thing that one can see from this table is that there were
five negative items in 1972 and eleven in 1973. All five items rated as ne4ative
to Hofstra in 1972 were also negative in 1973. Second, two of these items showed
substantial decreases between 1972 and 1973, i.e. increased negativity, and while
the percentages of the remaining three also decreased, the amount was only slight.
Third, of the six items which in 1972 were positive but were negative in 1973,
four represent substantial or moderate amounts of change.

To evaluate the general pattern between 1972 and 1973, one can see that
oC the remaining eleven items in Table 9, three more items showed substantial
decreases, eight were fairly stable. In general, between 1972 and 1973, 45 o1
the items showed substantial change, and all were increases in negative reaction
to Hofstra University. On the other hand, certain changes did occur between 1972
and 1973 with rerpect to positive attitudes toward the colleges attended by the no-show freshmen. Four items decreased in positivity, while two items increased.
Nevertheless, the important observation that can be made from these changes 1.:; thatin only one case could it be used for explanation for the decrease in positive
reactions to Hofstra University. Specifically, innovative curriculum showed a
decrease between 1972 and 1973 in positive reaction to Hofstra but there also wa::
a corresponding change in attitude to the college the student actually attended.
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In one case, however, graduate school consideration, there was a large decrease
in positive reaction to Hofstra but this was accompanied by a large increase inpositive reaction to the attend college.

In summary, it is interesting to ovserve where the significant decreasesin positive reaction to Hofstra are occurring between 1972 and 1973. Five out ofthe nine substantial negative changes are in the academic factor. Specifically,academic reputation, individual academic program, innovative curriculum, careerand job considerations, and graduate school considerations. Perhaps as importantto this institution, if not more so, are the very substantial decreases observedunder the external advice factor. Family advice decreased by 17% and the reactionfrom other students went from 527, i.e. a positive reaction, to 30%, a change of22%. Finally, two student factors, extra-curricular activities and socia:' activities,declined substantially in positivity.

Finally, inferences can be made about how Hofstra is viewed vis-a-visother colleges by enrolled students in 1973. This can be accomplished by comparingthe reactions to Hofstra by Hofstra shows and the reaction to colleges actuallyattended by Hofstra no-shows (columns 4 and 5 in Table 9). Most of the items arerated similarly; on some, Hofstra suffers by comparison; and there is one onwhich Hofstra is perceived more favorably. Hofstra appears to suffer on graduateschool considerations, total cost, social activities, family advice and what studentshad to say. The amount of financial aid is viewed more favorably at Hofstra than
at other attended colleges. Furthermore, students when evaluating the collegesthey attended, other than Hofstra, reacted positively to all items but those whoattended Hofstra reacted positively to all items except total cost and family advice.

Students' Reactions to Hofstra and To Attended Universit-1972 and 1973 byPreference Level

In order to investigate more fully the increased negativity to Hofstrabetween 1972 and 1973, the data in Table 9 were re-analyzed in the following way.For the fifteen attributes which show either substantial changes in reaction toHofstra, or negativity to Hofstra, the 1972 and 1973 sample data were subdividedby preference level, i.e. Hofstra as first, second, or third through fifth choiceschool. These data are presented in Table 10. In order to understand which samplecontributed significantly to the increased negative reaction, reference to academicreputation in Table 9 can be used as an example. The overall decrease between 1972and 1973 was 11%. In Table 10, reference to Columns 3, 6, and 9, indicates thatindividuals who chose Hofstra as their second choice school were the major contributersto the effect. It was also suggested previously, that this reaction to Hofstracould not totally be explained by some total decrease in positive reaction to theacademic reputation of universities, since the decrease in positive reaction to theuniversity that the student actually attended was not of the same magnitude asthat observed for Hofstra itself. This general statement holds up under this fineranalysis since in Table 11 which is a comparable treatment of positive and negativereactions to the attended universities by preference level. column 6 shows a changeof only -87,. This represents an increased negativity to the university they
attended, but it is not as large as -16%, tile change that occurred to Hofstra forthe same sample. In fact, on all of the academic factors, the negative trend forHofstra is the result of second preference or third preference individuals. Insome cases, career and job considerations and graduate school considerations, the
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Table 10

No-Show Students' Reactions to Hofstra By
College Preference on Selected Items

(in percentages)

(1) (2) (3) (45 (5) (6)
1st Choice 2nd Choice

1973 1973
minus minus

Factors 1972 1973
N=47

1972 1972 1973 1972
N=58

Academic

No645 N=219

1) Academic reputation 87 89 + 2 80 64 -16
4) Individualized acad- .

emic program 72 80 +.8 54 55 + 1
5) Innovative curric-

ulum 85 77 - 8 59 60 + 1
19) Career & job consid. 65 63 - 2 63 49 -14
20) Graduate school

consideration 59 82 +23 58 36 -22

Location

82 0 57 55 - 2

15) General geographic
location 82

Financial

7 - 9 28 17 -11
11) Total cost 16
12) Amount of financial

aid offered 31 12 -19 44 36 - 8

Social Activities

80 +14 42 37 - 5
10) Number of students 66
21) Appearance of campus 79 85 + 6 56 49 - 7
24) Diversified student

body 81 88 + 7 53 53 029) Extra-curricular
activities 81 82 + 1 71 53 -1830) Social activities 76 68 - 8 59 50 - 9

External Advice

43 - 2 36 18 -18
33) Family advice 45
34) What _udents had

to sub- 71 42 -29 51 31 -20

(7) (8) (9)
3rd-5th Choice

1973

minus
1972 1973 1972
N=305 N=249

51 45 - 6

56 38 -18

62 46 -16
44 30 -14

48 20 -28

59 38 -21

22 23 + 1

32 39 4 7

42 41 - 1

48 43 - 5

47 38 - 9

58 51 - 7
55 4/ /4 -11

34 16 -18

51 26 -25
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Table 11

No-Show Students' Reactions To Attended Colleges
byg2112gt_galuenceop Selected Items

(in percentages)

Factors

(1) (2)

1st Choice
(3)

1973

minus
1972

(4) (5)

2nd Choice
(6)

1973

minus
1972

(7) (8) (9)
3rd-5th Choice

1972 1973 1972 1973 1972 1973

19 73

minus
1972

Academic
N=58 N=47 N=345 N=219 N=305 N=249

1) Academic reputation 81 55 -26 95 87 - 8 93 93 0
4) Individualized

academic program 57 53 - 4 83 78 - 5 82 86 + 4
5) Innovative curriculum 69 55 -14 87 75 -12 88 86 - 2'
19) Career & job consid. 44 42 - 2 81 79 - 2 82 90 + 8
20) Graduate school

consideration 36 41 + 5 71 87 +16 89 93 + 4

Location

15) General geographic
location 68 53 -15 82 +10 78 82 + 4

Financial

11) Total cost 94 81 -13 82 75 7 79 67 -12
12) Amount of financial

aid offered 69 51 -18 67 62 5 55 56 + 1

Social Activities

10) Number of students 69 50 -19 90 79 -11 83 84 + 1
21) Appearance of campus 70 45 -25 87 88 + 1 89 89 0
24) Diversified student

body 76 47 -29 87 83 - 4 87 80 - 7
29) Extra-curricular

activities 74 57 -17 89 84 - 5 86 88 + 2
30) Social activities 85 58 -27 88 87 - 1 87 86 - 1

External Advice

33) Family advice 72 74 + 2 85 82 3 81 82 + 1
34) What students had

to say 50 53 + 3 80 80 0 71 82 +11
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cEfect is a combination of both of these samples. Once again, analysls,of
Table 11 shows that the decreases observed for the other school were not of the
same magnitude as that observed for Hofstra University.

As discussed previously, very large changes in reaction to Hastra
were observed for those factors concerned with external advice. In Table 10,
it is interesting to observe that the substantial changes between 1972 and 1973
were the result of all groups. That is, even those who chose Hofstra as their first
choice school, but did not attend, indicated that between these years, there vas
an increased negative reaction from their families as well as by other students.
From Table 11, it can be concluded that this effect is a Hofstra phenomenom,
since positive attitudes shown in 1972 to the attended university remains stable
or increased very slightly in 1973.

An additional way to analyze the data presented in Tables 10 and 11 is
to look at the trends over preference level for the 1972 and 1973 samples with
particular attention to the 1973 sample. The magnitude of positivity toward
Hofstra decreased over preference for no-shows. There wds a dramatic increase
in negative reactions from first choice to third-fifth choice on the academic
factor, social activities factor, and external advice factor. On the other hand,
for this group of students, negative reaction to the financial factor decreased
the further they moved from really considering Hofstra as a choice.

Just the reverse trends are apparent for the no-show students' reactions
to the colleges they attended on academic, financial, and external advice factors;
i.e. the greatest positivity to colleges attended occurred for those for whom
Hofstra was third-fifth choice. One difference is worth noting; reaction to the
financial factor. Positivity decreased as preference for Hofstra declined.

Two hypotheses are worth considering. One, students who list Hofstraas a third-fifth choice are not really a strong potential market. The most likelymarket is probably the Hofstra second-choice group. Two, students who list Hofstraas first choice but do not attend are most likely influenced negatively by thetotal cost.
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Applicant's Survey - Ik University (continued)

(1)

important
in

Decision

(2) (3)

Positive
Positive Reaction
Reaction to College
to Hofstra Attending

S72NO CM-1E

6. Courses probably not too difficult 6. 6. 2(24-26)7. Quality of faculty
7. 7. 2(27-29)School calendar system used

.../...

8.
8. 8. 2(30-32)Grading system used

11,m111.1.404101.1.1111.

9.
9. 9. 2(33-35)10. Number of students

10. 10. 2(36-38)
11. Total cost

11. 11. 2(39-41)12. Amount of financial aid 12. 12. 2(42-44)13. Commuting convenience
13. 13. 2(45-47)14. Easy access to home 14. 14. 2(48-50)15. General geographic location 15. 15. 2(51 -53)

16. Proximity to New York City 16. 16. 2(54-56)17. Dorms available
17. 17. 2(57-59)18. A predominantly residential college 18. 18. 2(60-62)19. Career and job considerations 19. 19. 2(63-65)20. Graduate school considerations 20. 20. 2(66-68)

21. Appearance of campus 21. 21. 3(9-11)22. Church affiliated
22. 22. 3(12-14)23. Closely-knit college community 23. 23. 3(15-17)24. Diversified student body 24. 24. 3(18-20)25. Studants involved in political activities 25. 25. 3(21-23)

26. Degree of freedom allowed students 26. 26. 3(24-26)27. Availability of counseling services 27. 27. 3(27-29)28. Intercollegiate sports emphasized 28. 28. 3(30-32)29. Extracurricular activities 29. 29. 3(33-35)30. Social activities
30. 30. 3(36-38)

31. High school guidance counselor 31. 31. 3(39-41)32. College admissions representative 32. 32. 3(42-44)33. Family advice
33. 33. 3(45-47)34. What students had to say 34. 34. 3(48-50)35. Hofstra University publications 35. 35. 3(51-53)

36. Transfer students: credits accepted from
previous college

36. 36. 3(54-56)

31. Other: specify
37. 37. 3(57-59)

4. We would welcome your comments on Hofstra's admissions procedures.back of this page if you need more room).
(Use the

27
June 1972
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Appendix 1

Applicant's Survey - Hofstra University

S72N0 - CSHE

For office
use only

1(2-8)

ADDRESS:

Last Middle Initial First

1. Will you be attending college in September 1972? Yes: No: 1(34)

a. If Yes, which college 1(35-38)

b. If No, place a check next to those items which express your
reason(s) for not attending college this fall.

1. Could not afford college
2. Did not receive financial aid
3. Got married

7. Other; specify

4. Got a job
5. Needed at home
6. Needed time off

1(39-45)

c. If you will not be attending college in September 1972, do you plan
to resume your studies at a future date? Yes When ; No 1(46-50)

2. Please list the colleges that acdepted you for admission in September
1972 in order of your preference. (Please include Hofstra)

1. First prefer.. nce

2. Second preference

3. Third preference

4. Fourth preference

5. Fifth preference

3. Below is a list of items that might have influenced your decision as to
which college to attend. In Column 1 check those items that were impor-
tant in your decision. In Column 2 check those items that you reacted
favorably to when you were considering Hofstra University. In Column 3
check those items that you reacted favorably to when you were consider-
ing the college you choose.

(1)

Important
in

Decision

(2)

Positive
Reaction
to Hofstra

(3)

Positive
Reaction
to College
Attending

1(51-54)

1(55-58)

1(59-62)

1(63-66)

1(67-70)

I. Academic reputation 1. 1. 2(9-11)
L. Course offerings 2. 2. 2(12-14)
3. Availability of desired major 3. 3. 2(15-17)
4. Individualized academic program 4. 4. 2(18-20)
5. Innovative curriculum 5. 5. 2(21-23)

(Please continue on next page)
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(1)

S73N0 CSHE

Important
in Your

Decision

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

'Cot al cost

Amount of financial aid offered
Commuting convenience
Easy access to home for a

residential student

Strong
Points of
Hof stra

Strong
Points of

Chosen College

.31.

34

37

40.

. 32. 33.
35. 36.-----

39.38
41. 42.

43 General geographic location 44. 45.

46. Proximity to New York City 47. 48.
49. Dorms available 50 51.
52. A predominantly residential collegege 53. 54.

56. 57.
55. Career and job considerations
58. Graduate school considerations 59. 60.

61, Appearance of campus

.11101.1 ONE,

62. 63.
64 Church affiliated 65. 66.
67 Closely-knit college community 68. 69.
70. Diversified student body 71. 72.
73. Students involved in political

activities
74. 75.

76. Degree of freedom allowed students 77. 78.
79.. Availability of counseling services 80. 81.
82. sports emphasized 83. 84.
85 Extracurricular activities 86 87.
88

_____
Social activities 89. 90.

91, High school guidance counselor's
advice

92. 93.

94. College admissions representative's
advice

95. 96.

97 Family advice 98. 99.
100. What students had to say 101. 102.
103. Publications of the college or

university
104.--

1=
105.

106. Transfer students. credits
accepted from previous college

107. 108._

109 Other specify 110. 111.

4 We would welcorio your comr,:ats on Hofstra's admissions procedures.

Thank you
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Acc4'pted Applicant's Survey - Hofstra University

Please print legibly

NAME.

ADDRESS.

Last

S73N0 CSHE

First Middle Initial

Number and Street City or Town State Zip Code

YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER:
W1111 .111111. ow..111, 0.111 .111

1. Please list the colleges, including Hofstra, that accepted you for admission
in September. 1973 in order of your personal preference.

1. First preferenc'

2. Second preference

3. Third preference

4. Fourth preference

5. Fifth preference

2. Which college do you plan to attend in September, 1973?

3. Below we list a variety of considerations that might have influenced your
decision about college in September. In Column 1, please check whatever items
were important to you in making your decision. In Column 2, please check
whatever items seemed. to you, to be strong points of Hofstra University. If
you do not expect to attend Hofstra, please use Column 3 to check whatever items
seemed to you. to be strong points of the college (if any) that you do expect
to attend

(l) (2) (3)

Important Strong Strong
in Your Points of Points of

Decision Hofstra Chosen College

1 Academic reputation 2. 3.
4 Coursc offerings 6.
7 Availability of desired major 8 9._

10 Individualized academic program 11. 12.
13 liutovative curriculum 14 15.

16 Courses probably not too difficult 17 18.___ ____ __ _19. Quality of faculty 20. 21.
22 School calendar system used 23. 24. _____25 Grading system used 26. 27.
28 Number of students 29

_____
30.

(Please continue on other side)
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Appendix 3

Accepted Applicant's Survey - Nofstra University

S73YES CSHE

Please enter your name and address and the responses to questions 1 and 2 directly
on this sheet. Instructions for the computer answer sheet follow question 2.

NAME!

ADDRESS:

Last First Middle Initial

Number and Street City or Town State Zip Code

1. Please list the colleges, including Hofstra, that accepted you for admission
in September, 1973 in order of your personal preference.

1. First preference

2, Second preference

3. Third preference

4. Fourth preference

5, Fifth preference

2. r3elow we list a variety of considerations that might have influenced your
decision about college in September. In Column 1, please check whatever items
were important to you in making your decision. In Column 2, please check
whatever items seemed, to you, to be strong points of Hofstra University.

(1)

Important
in Your

Decision

(2)

Strong
Points of
Hofstra

1. Academic reputation 2.

3. Course offerings 4.

5. Availability of desired major 6.

7.----- Individualized academic program 8.

9. Innovative curriculum 10.

11. Courses probably not too difficult 12.
13. Quality of faculty 14.
15. School calendar system used-- 16.
17. Grading system used 18.
19. Number of students 20.

21. Total cost 22.
23. Amount of financial aid offered 24.
25. Commuting convenience 26.
27. Easy access to home for a residential student 28.
29. General geographic location 30.

(Please continue onsfier side)
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(2)

S73YES - CS&

Important
in Your
Decision

Proximity to New York City
Dorms available
A predominantly residential college

Strong
Points of
Hofstra

31.

33.
32.

34.........._

35.
36.

37. and job considerations 38.
39.

40:school considerations

41, Appearance of campus 42.
43. Church affiliated 44.
45. Closely-knit college community 46.
47. Diversified student body _

48.
Students involved in political activities 50.-----

49.

51. Degree of freedom allowed students 52.
53. 54.-Availability of counseling services
55. Intercollegiate sports emphasized 56.
57, activities 58.
59. Social activities 60.

High school guidance counselor's advice61.
62.

63. College admissions representative's advice 64.
65. Family advice 66.
67. What students had to say 68.010
69. Publications of the college or university 70.

71. Transfer students; credits accepted from
previous college

72.

73. Other: specify 74.

It would be very helpful to us if you would transfer your checks in question 2 above
to the enclosed answer sheet in the following manner. Each response box on the
answer sheet has a number on top which corresponds to a number in the two columns. For
every check you have entered, blacken the first position (1/A) in the response box onthe answer sheet whose number corresponds to the number in front of your check. For
example, if you have checked Course offerings as having been important in your college
decision, then in the third r,,sponse box en the ans.ver sheet blacken the first position
(1/A). Similarly, if you have checked Dorms available as a strong point of Hofstra,
then in the response box on the answer :;beet that has a 34 on top of it blacken the 1/A.

Would you please also erter your name in tho grid that is in the upper right hand sectionof the answer sheet and your ,3ocial security number in the ;riot below labelledft

Student Number.

Please return both this survey sheet and the answer sheet (filled in or not).

We would welcome your comments on Hoistra's admissions procedure on the back of the
answer sher't

Thank you!
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